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A b4si-c., but relatively unexplored area of study in gchobl -- community relation-
,

.ships is concerned with the nature and permeability of the boundary lines that mark

off a school from its constituent parent community. This paper deals with (1) a

restatementof the conceptualization of what seem to be some factors that haethe

effect, of.being school-parent boundarieS and (2) the revision of an instrument that

qualifies the boundary line potion with regard'to permeability: the eas e with
'

'which the lines may be crossed.

Katz and Kahn (1967) elaborate on Lewin's (1951),concept of group boundary. lines

. ,,,
.

and their.permeat bility. They suggest that a social system is surrounded by a psycho-
.

logical boundary insulating ft from its environment. The degree to:which this

Wiundary is permeable to Input,from the envitfiroent of the social system is directly

,.proportional to the openness of the

situation, an openness coptinum

system. Applying this concept to atchool
r

:

concerning par4ntal input into the schoOl might
...,

'V)(
,r

,

sohoo where parents were completely isolated from
.., "range from totally closed; i.e. a

interacting with school personnel
,(e

,any matters, to completely open; 1.e. aschooP
A

_.;

'.

, .

where parents Were totally free
'A

cpenter any classroom at any t imd and interact with
. - . . .

all school personnel. This centinum may be applied to boundary, perMeability. ,
,

The totally closed school suggests a solidification of system boundaries while

.:

completely open school reflects extremely permeable boundarqes.
. .

?
. .,

An instrument designed *o measure the permeability of the boundaries

.
.

''''':-/4., , . ?
t

-
school was reported by Wiener and Blutill9731 in their description of

ti

-'*4-e,

School Communitles Questionnaire (PSCQ)I.: The P.S.

which reqpondepts.c.lere askedio rate

04isisEed of

of a

the

the Parent-

fifty ,itetv to

on a five ,point Likert-type scale ranging from
r.

"this is -05iray4,true" to " this is never try." Each item was to be answered on the

of felt to be the ease de their child's sChool,,'basis ?What the respondentg knew
/

.
.

. 1,

whetfier'or not they had any direct experience witha particular situation.
, , ,

,-1.-- ,

' 1, The origi941'factor analysis .of the P.S.C.Q. inaicated that stements

.the ,followi-ng dimensions:

centeied on

r
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I. i... *'
. ' .

1, Joiechanial , Statements on.this diffienslon concerned the-process through

; s

Which the parents made contact with School personnel.,. The mechanical cuestions
.1L ,

''i,.

elicited informat ion as to the best way to contact school personnel, difficulties
.

0 1

encountered in contacting a teacher or the principal, and the layers of the organi-

zation that must be penetrated before contac
/with,the desired individual was"made.

,.. '
i .

.

. . Though the "mechanical" dimensio;4y-itse1i was' not psychologically oriented, it was
.- - .--

.

,,:,,-'`
,

assume&that there was psycn oloiical f ut attached to it. --)

..

/
,2;. Outreach ...,/hese statements concerned the attempts by school personnel

,

to contact parents. Questions A with the conditions surrounding a school-to-
,

/7'

parent contact, perceT)tions out the parent-teacher organization, perceptidns of

.
.

the principal as a fac tator of parent input andparent-teacher problem solving.

flrganizati,nl Climate - This dimension contained-statements concerning
, ._ .

parental percept s of the.general chargcter of the school organization. Questions
. ..... .

-- .

elicited info ration about the .atmosphere of the school-und parent-teacher contacts,

the perceive feelings al,teachers toward parents and the ability; of teacherg to

%- -,

04.
,, receive nee ive feedback.

The r anizatkoma Climate dimension attempted to Measure the parents' feelings

octal school organization, rather the,l their relationship with specificabout th

members 'f the organization,

r,

4./ /Intaoierpersonal Climate Statementg in this dimenSionwere relevant to the

,qualit )
/a

nd nature of-parent-teacher interaction. These questions got at the
. ., .

..
I

. . , - r

tparen's perception of the interpersonal 'atmosphere surrounding their contacts with
/

1 I ,
. . .)

school,personnal; the feelih of the, parent when contacted by the school, -the degree

of hqnesty or evasiveness of school personnel during the contact arldthe perceived

,.?. - i 1 , .

attitude Of .school per'sonnel toward parents.
:.

.-

I ,
,...,'

.f..-"

I Interpersonal Climate statements yere,designed,tu iiiip ,parental perceptions of

i,.!

.theilOrelationship with specific members of the School organization`.

no
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5.: Influertce - ltemc' on this distension concerned the parent's perception of the
,-- _ ..--_ f
. : .

. --
. ,

..,

impact of their relations with School personnel. Included'were statements relevant

to the-Amount of atrerktion .,chool personnel pay to parental input, response to group
.

and individu,1 input and the role, of school personnel and parents,in-problempsolving.
.

Su'bse'quent field_resting'of the P.S.C.Q.'took'place in three medium...size

.

(enrollment 650-to-IG00).elementayy
-PR4

districts in the Southeast,

schools; One tn each of three suburban school,
,

- ,

A.sample of five hundred,parents were randomly selected from school regisa-
.

lr
tion cards'of the three schools. ouestionnaires were mailed to the prospective

respondents alon& witt comment cards to elicit feelings about the P.S:C.Q. con-''

cerning its length and pertinence of the statements.
4

Tio hundred and seventy-eight cluestionnaires--end ()lie hundred and five comment

.1 content analysis of respondents comments seemed to indicatecards were returned.

that-the P;S;C:q. was to lebgthy and that a number,of'statements seemed to be

repetitiVe.

The results of the questionnaire were prpsented to the administrator of each of

the schools. Auring a discussiOn of the results, each administrator echoed the

parent comments concerning. length'and repetition and indicated that the P.S.C.Q.

would become more useableif modifications were made.

The feedback fre4 parents and administratorsobout the P.S.C.Q. proMpted a4

secondrfactor batted upon the two hundred and seventy-eight responses. The

result of an orthogonal varimax rotation performed on the principal axis clusters

yielded -by the factor analysis of the instrument produced-three'salierit dimensions.

The criteria for accoptance of each item was 'set at .5000.

Thus, the following three factors emerged from the analysis:

Factor I - Teacher-Parent Interaction -

Items on this dimension tap the quality Of interaction between earent and

teacher as perceived by the respondent. Statments deal with perceptions of

the teacher!, attitude toward parental contacts, their receptivity of negative



ti

-

, feedback; and the interpersonal climate of parent - teacher, communications.
.

-
Following ire the. ight items composing the Teacher-Parent Interaction

li

factor:- 4,
1

1. Teachers see parents as.a nuisance.

,feachers. seem thke4'tened_12,,, parents who ask questions.

3. leachers are friendly and warm in their'communicationS with parents.

4. When I t alk with my youngster's teacher, I feel he is holding back informa-

.tion I would like to have.

5. If I complain to a teacher about my youngster's negative reaction to his

--teaching, I am afraid that the teacher will act negatively iward my .

youngster.

6. Teachers 'seem to pay .attention toparents. I

, .

7. After I have,met with my, youngster's teacher concerning a Oroblem, the

4 4

teacher contacts me with follow-up information about the situation.

8. Teachers in the school like parents to contact them about- ;their child.

Factor II - Parent.--Principal Interaction

This dimension dontains statements concerning'ithe qualityof.interaction

betweenrprents and the school administrator. Perceptions of how the principal

. views parent contacts and the parent organization, his receitiveness to nega-
1

tive feedback, and th-e'climateof parent-principal encounter are m4asured by

Obese items, -
4

, .
, . .

The following eight items are contained in t e parent-prig cipal interaction
. !

0-

factor:

The_arincipal(takes the initiative in contacting parents about school

matters.

1.2. The principal actively supports the parent organization.-*

_3. The principal is willing to,listen to negative things I have to say about

what's going on in the school.



4. 'The principal sees parents asa source of help to him.

-

communicate parental conceras to the
L

responds to pre'ssure from a group of parents,

5. 'I trust the kincfpal'to

6. The principal only

indiVidual.

teachers.

not to an

7. The principal encourages parents tocontact-teaOilers about their children's

school activities.

'8. The principal always pays attention toparents.

Factor III - Assessibility

me

The Atems included in this factor concern the parents perception of the

dgal withanics involved in making contact with the school. Statements

the process used by parents to contact school personnel, the tone of school-

.,1
,

to-home oimmunicatiorts 'and the impact the parent perceives he has on his child's

teacher.

The AsseSsibility factor contains the following

1. Ineorder for me to see my youngster's tgpcher, I

office iaithout prior contact and ask.

nine items,

need only stop ,in at the

2. In order for me tosee the principal, I need.oplystop.in at the,office "with-

.out prior contact and ask.

. .

3. MosticommUnications fromItheschool armpersonal

4. If my youngster is having a problem in school,*the

.t
teacher is in writing rather than by phone.

in tone.

best way to contact the

5. It is difficult to,getin touch with a teacher-on thc.phOne.

6. My youngster's teacher contacts

gressing particulaly well.

7. I feel that when/ talk'withMy

.4

me personally when his work has been.pro-

youngster's teacher it makes an inlge-ct on

80 I have no hesitancy at aji' about contacting'a teacher about rily youngster's

work in school-.7-

r



:9 I feel 'free- to tot- and chat wt.h "teacher, _r) the School.

..,.

--. . .
.

.'i.)
.,:\

Scoringthe. involvEs ihv computation of item means from the responses.
. ., .

These means may he v.;otteti on a , ;.%., file tore re enable feedback to be given in an
.. 4

understandabl:e graphic m.,nner (fif.,,ar?7.),"
,

5,
A possible way to' interrret..7.13.(;. . resul t.,5 is through studying. factor means

and individual item re.bponses. (.'0,-;Iputation of factor. means is facilitated 12y a con.
. :

version .of raw 3SG t.'e .5 from the P.S.C.O. to a< common 1 -cctosed) to 5 (open) scale.
,,

Thus, the higher tilt. st.ore, ';lee .mo:?. --Ten or pereteable the boundaries on a specifichigher

dimension. , :'--

Using llemphilivi.,le School (figure I) ,,s. an 'exam'ple, the P.S.C:Q. Profile

indicates that pare=lts leem to nerceivte the school as tending to .be closed to their.

input. Hemp hl schne"; k, t (Nrsp r '77 1,-*11001 S ("7.1'1.1. agreed to take part in the

field testing, ;G.,
,

Hemphillv)-1;:se !Lis to or isolated from' parents whose 'children

it serves. A3 thou;-:.h tr ;rt. betitte_n Vie school and the

parent -COMfMAni v N' i,t1r.";,1). (1 I Troa,an = 2.47, P-P I -#2,.#). The

individual n0'..e.rn,, riro. the-gethool program or personnel '

",

,are ap-porepi.;:,-7 jki)

)
As informal v.,,11q;-(.. ti fr-mrne4 upon. (A #1,2, 18J, it

seems best for a p.,3r:-,nt. .,tch,Pr.through wcitten note rather than by,

telephone, (A, 44, 5). atiOn 1.4;,e .t does contdot Z1 5 C11114 IS teacher, the teacher does

not seem to withhnd from the parent (T-P I #4), but these encounters

apparently are perceivd "oy the p - -u to we cOd, impersonal and likely to have
4

little impact mean =q,'ii; 3, '6, 8). P.trents seem to be quite

hesitant apoo, (.111.1.1: t.f ac.ber (A '#8), pez;haps due to the feeling

that such contact' rimy have ao a&ierse. bn the child (T-P I #5).

t
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SchOolpersonnel at Hemphillville seem toperceiireparental contacts as more

hiaianclOthil4.04P (T-P I #1; P-P-I #4) and` Apt little Value upon their input
, i

.
< : -- , r-

,,. -,

into the school (P-P I #8.).
...

.- ,... .
-

'With little personal contact beeween parent and the school princiOal and staff,

other than incases when meetings with parents 00 essential,, such as parent organi-N,

nation gatherings or corkerencesto discuss .the Child's progress (A #6), parents seem

to view Hemphillville Elementary School as a plate where they must send.their

children, and unquestionally accept its policies and practice9.
;

The point that the permeability of the boundaries of a school is quantifiable

(Wiener and Blumberg, 1973) seems to be/underlinedby the revised version of the_

P.S.C.Q. To provide an informal validity cheC of the instrument, a saipFe of sixty
4

parents :' ten from each of the six grade levels at,Hemphillville, were selected front

school registration cards for interviews. Parents who,receilled the'P.S.C.Q; were

forty -four interviewseliminated from the sample. 'Of the_sixty attempted contacts;

were conducted:

The interview schedule was composed of three open-ended questions to_corres-'

nd with the three P.S.C.Q. dimensions.

Interviewers were -undergraduate students enrolled in a school-community,

rel tions course. They were instructed to funnel, the respondent's answers to

, .

elicit specifics about their contact with. the schoOl. The interviewers were asked

to characterize the parents perception of the permeabtlityof the school on each

dimension on a'five point scale. During a six hour training period, interviewers

used thisLscale to, rate,a series of four role-pliy interviewees. The interviewers

averaged an eighty four percent (847.) agreement on these scales.

Following the 'completion of the interviews, means for Hemphillville on each

dimension were computed.and compared with the P.S.C:Q.,diMensional means fo'r the

school: As the interview - .S.C.Q. comparison was intended to informally validate

the instrument, any sotatis cal description of this comparison would be open tp

1 0



t

question. Thus, testa were not performed on this data.

1 , ,
.

.

However, it may ble stated Oat an Andica t of validity is mirrored by the fact

that the instrument an interview dimendioaal,means were in close agreement.li

, 4

1 -.,

(Table I)

Teacher-Paren
Interaction

ParentPrinci
Interaction

Accessibility

Table 'I

Comparison ofInstFument and Interview Means
r, 4

'InterviewInstrument,

I

1.57 '' 1.91

al ,
.

2.47 . 2.14

1,92 a 2.02
0

/
.4-

The potency of-the P.S.C.Q. rests in its ability to provide school adminis-
.,

EratiVe personnel with eaiagnostic tool for ascertaining ,parental perceptions of
4

the school.-1Inforilation gleaned from the instrument may be used as base-line data

for structgring or` improving schoolqpmmunity progrants. the administrator who

strives to make his schpol open to parental input, the feedback from the P.S.C.Q.

may highlight areas fOr.staff, development as well as provide him with information

concerning the parefitP perceptiOn of his yerformance.

In an era when schools may'be said to be in a state of flux, with a variety

of experimentation *n staff patterns, curriculum, and instruction, a comparison of

4

the results of periodic administrations of the P.S.C.Q. to, a selection of the
.

.. ,....

schools' parent population may be used as a gauge of the amount of parental input
,.-

.

that should be,taken,into account-in implementing change.

The revised version of the P.S.C.Q. simplifies the measurement of the permea-

bility of the school's boundaries and seems to open some new areas for study in

4
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4.

the ,realm of the schogiis' relationship to_its parent constituency. In addition to

viewing the relationship of the parent perception of the permeability of the

boundaries of the school to such variables as parent satisfaction with school pro-

- grams, demographic characteristics of_the._parent...populatiOn,and_education_valuesa,___

107productive research extension of boundary permeability would be its application to

the relationship between schools and their potential eask=oriented concerns. For

example,are schools relatively openor clbsed to supervision, staff development

or new program ideas?

4 r

b
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